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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Proposes to Reissue a Wastewater Discharge Permit to:

Meridian Beartrack Company
Beartrack Mine
P.O. Box 749
Salmon, ldaho 83467

and

the State of Idaho Proposes to Certify the Permit

EPA Proposes NPDES Permit Reissuance

EPA proposes to reissue the existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit to the Meridian Beartrack Company (MBC) Beartrack Mine. The draft permit
sets conditions on the discharge of pollutants from the Beartrack Mine to Napias Creek. In
order to ensure protection of water quality and human health, the permit places limits on the
types and amounts of pollutants that can be discharged.

This Fact Sheet includes:

. information on public comment, public hearing, and appeal procedures
. a description of the current and proposed discharges

. a listing of proposed effluent limitations and other conditions

. a map and description of the discharge locations

. background information supporting the conditions in the draft permit

The State of Idaho Proposes Certification

The Idaho Division of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) proposes to certify the NPDES permit for
the Beartack Mine under section 401 of the Clean Water Act. The IDEQ did not submit a
preliminary 401 certification prior to the public notice.

Public Comments on the Draft Permit

Persons wishing to comment on or request a public hearing for the draft permit may do so in
writing by the expiration date of the public notice. A request for a public hearing must state the
nature of the issues to be raised, as they relate to the permit, as well as the requester’'s name,
address, and telephone number. All comment and requests for public hearings must be in
writing and submitted to EPA as described in the Public Comments section of the attached
public notice. After the public notice expires, and all substantive comments have been




considered, EPA’s regional Director for the Office of Water will make a final decision regarding
permit reissuance.

If no substantive comments are received, the tentative conditions in the draft permit will
become final, and the permit will become effective upon issuance. If comments are received,
EPA will address the comments and issue the permit. The permit will become effective 30
days after the issuance date, unless a request for an evidentiary hearing is submitted within 30
days.

Public Comment on the State Preliminary 401 Certification

The Idaho Division of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) provides the public with the opportunity to
review and comment on preliminary 401 certification decisions. Any person may request in
writing that IDEQ provide that person notice of IDEQ’s preliminary 401 certification decision,
including, where appropriate, the draft certification. Persons wishing to comment on the
preliminary 401 certification should submit written comments by the public notice expiration
date to the Idaho Division of Environmental Quality (IDEQ), Idaho Falls Regional Office, 900
N. Skyline, Idaho Falls, ID 83402.

Documents are Available for Review

The draft NPDES permit and related documents can be reviewed or obtained by visiting or
contacting EPA’s Regional Office in Seattle between 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday (see address below).

United States Environmental Protection Agency

Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue, OW-130

Seattle, Washington 98101

(206) 553-0523 or

1-800-424-4372 (within Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington)

The fact sheet and draft permit are also available at:

EPA Idaho Operations Office
1435 North Orchard Street
Boise, Idaho 83706

(208) 378-5746

Idaho Division of Environmental Quality
Idaho Falls Regional Office

900 N. Skyline

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402

(208) 528-2650

Salmon Public Library

204 Main Street

Salmon, ldaho 83467-4111
(208)756-2311



The draft permit and fact sheet can also be found by visiting the Region 10 website at
http://www.epa.gov/rl0earth.htm.

For technical questions regarding the permit or fact sheet, contact Kristine Koch at the phone
numbers or email address at the top of this fact sheet. Those with impaired hearing or speech
may contact a TDD operator at 1-800-833-6384 (ask to be connected to Kristine Koch at the
above phone numbers). Additional services can be made available to a person with disabilities
by contacting Kristine Koch.
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APPLICANT

Meridian Beartrack Company
NPDES Permit No.: ID-002702-2

Mailing Address:  P.O. Box 749
Salmon, ldaho 83467

Facility Location:  See Part II.A and Figure A-1 in Appendix A

Facility Contact: Joe Woods, Site Manager
(208) 756-6300 ext. 3032

FACILITY ACTIVITY
A. General

The Beartrack Mine is an open pit, cyanide heap leach gold mine located
in east central Idaho, near the historic town of Leesburg in Lemhi County,
Idaho, within the Salmon National Forest (see Figure A-1). The mine is
currently owned and operated by the Meridian Beartrack Company
(MBC). Construction and operation of the mine began in 1994 and gold
production began in 1995 upon completion of the heap leach pad. The
Beartrack Mine has recently evolved from an operating mine to a mine
undergoing final gold recovery, reclamation and closure. The mine is
currently in the reclamation and closure phase. MBC has also ceased all
mining operations on March 22, 2000 and has ceased production of gold
from the heap leach on June 22, 2000.

The Beartrack Mine is located on private land, patented claims, and lands
administered by the United States Forest Service (USFS). The land
affected by the Beartrack Mine includes about 700 acres of the total 3,795
acres within the original project boundary defined in the Final Plan of
Operations (Meridian, 1991) and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (USFS, 1991). Of the land affected by the Mine, approximately
77% is public land administered by the USFS.

The mine site involves two separate ore deposits that were mined by
open pit methods, a waste rock disposal site and heap leaching facilities
located near the pits. The two open pits, North and South, that were
originally constructed affect a total area of about 129 acres. A third
relatively small pit (less than ten acres), the Mason Dixon Pit, was
constructed in 1999. Other facilities include a process plant, process



water ponds, sediment ponds, warehouse and maintenance building,
administration building, laboratory, and fuel storage tanks. The site
facilities are interconnected by haul roads, service roads, and the main
access route. Figure A-2 presents the general mine site layout.

Wastewater discharged from the mine will include storm water run-off and
heap leach rinsate. The wastewater is discharged through Outfall 001 to
Napias Creek. The storm water is treated at an onsite treatment plant
with flocculent to settle suspended patrticles.

Mining Operations

During mining operations, ore and waste rock were removed from the pits
in horizontal benches. An ammonium nitrate/fuel oil mixture is used to
blast ore out of one of two pits — the North Pit or the South Pit. The ore
was then moved via haul trucks to the process area while the waste rock
was transported to the waste rock disposal area. Waste rock (i.e.,
blasted rock containing too little ore to process) was placed in Wards
Gulch, 174 acres capable of holding 40 million tons of rock. Currently,
much of the site has either been reclaimed or is undergoing reclamation
under the direction of the USFS.

Gold was extracted from the ore deposits by cyanide heap leaching. The
ore was crushed, shaped, and placed in twenty-foot layers on the heap
leach pad. Solution made from sodium cyanide is spayed over the top of
the heap. The solution bonds with the gold in the ore, percolates through
the heap, and drains into catch basins. A processing plant pumped the
sodium cyanide gold-bearing solution from the catch basins to carbon
absorption tanks where the gold adheres to activated carbon. The gold
was recovered from the loaded carbon through zinc precipitation. The
“used” sodium cyanide was sent to a barren solution pond.

For use in the mining process, the Mine required the transportation of
toxic materials, including the following per month: 1,500 tons of quick
lime, 250 tons of antiscalent agent, 7.9 tons of hydrochloric acid, 6.6 tons
of caustic soda, and 175,000 gallons of fuel oil.

Reclamation and Closure Operations

The intent of the reclamation program is to reclaim mining related
disturbance, where conditions and current reclamation technology
reasonably permit, to protect public health, safety and welfare, conserve
natural resources, aid in the protection of wildlife, domestic animals and
aquatic resources and reduce soil erosion.
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The Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) is the primary state agency with
requirements for reclamation of surface mines (IDAPA 20.03.02). At the
onset of this project in 1990, MBC developed a Reclamation Plan in
accordance with the requirements of IDL. The general reclamation goal
at the Beartrack Project is to reclaim the site to allow essentially the same
land uses as existed prior to the project. Therefore, the reclamation plan
proposes to restore a tree-shrub-grassland vegetation type on most of the
site. The reclaimed landscape will also contain small areas of wetland
vegetation where topographic conditions, aspect, and drainage conditions
are conductive to establishment of these types of communities.

Reclamation activities have been scheduled to occur as soon as possible
after the mining activities in a particular area are completed to minimize
erosion and sedimentation problems. Therefore, MBC has been
undergoing reclamation of the Beartrack Mine in accordance with their
Reclamation Plan and subsequent amendments since 1998.

Reclamation activities include mine areas, waste rock disposal areas,
heap leach facilities, roads, diversions/sediment control structures,
ancillary facilities, and previously abandoned mine land. A brief
discussion and status of each of these activities is provided in
Appendix B.

1. FACILITY BACKGROUND

A.

Permit History

EPA first issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit for the Beartrack Mine on September 30, 1991. The
current permit expired on October 30, 1996. A timely application for
renewal of the permit was submitted to EPA on April 29, 1996. The
renewal application included discharges from five outfalls, three existing
and two proposed. A Supplemental Information Report was submitted by
MBC in early May 2000 (received by EPA on May 8, 2000) to supplement
their permit application to reflect updated mining operations and water
management under the closure phase. Since the mine is now entering
the closure phase, only one outfall (Outfall 001, existing) will be required.
A description of the waste streams that contribute to the discharge is
provided in Appendix C. Because MBC submitted a timely application for
renewal, the 1991 permit has been administratively extended and remains
fully effective and enforceable until reissuance.

Compliance History
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V.

V.

MBC submits monthly discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) to EPA
summarizing the results of effluent monitoring required by the permit.
There were no effluent limit violations noted based on review of the past
five years’ DMRs.

RECEIVING WATER

A.

Location of Discharge

The permittee has applied for the discharge of Outfall 001 to Napias
Creek. The Mine is located in the Napias Creek drainage approximately
7.5 miles upstream from its confluence with Panther Creek, and about 22
miles upstream from the confluence of Panther Creek and the main stem
Salmon River. The Mine is within the Middle Salmon-Panther Subbasin,
HUC 17060203 and part of the Panther Creek Watershed. The mine
affects approximately 740 acres of land in the Napias Creek drainage.
Tributary streams that contribute to Napias Creek include (going
downstream) Sawpit Creek, Smith Gulch, Sharkey Creek, Wards Gulch,
Camp Creek, Jefferson Creek, Arnett Creek, Rabbit Creek, Pony Creek,
Cat Creek, Missouri Gulch, Phelan Creek, Mackinaw Creek, and
Moccasin Creek.

Water Quality Standards

As discussed in Section A, the MBC outfall discharges to Napias Creek.
The Idaho Water Quality Standards and Wastewater Treatment
Requirements designate beneficial uses for waters of the State. This
water body is undesignated, therefore, it is classified by the state of Idaho
for protection of the following uses: (1) cold water biota, (2) salmonid
spawning, (3) secondary contact recreation, (4) agricultural water supply,
(5) industrial water supply, (6) wildlife habitats, and (7) aesthetics.

The State water quality standards specify water quality criteria that are
deemed necessary to support the use classifications. These criteria may
by numerical or narrative. The water quality criteria applicable to the
proposed permit are provided in Appendix D (Section 111.B.). These
criteria provide the basis for most of the effluent limits in the draft permit.

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

A.

Basis for Permit Effluent Limits

12



In general, the Clean Water Act requires that the effluent limits for a
particular pollutant be the more stringent of either technology-based limits
or water quality-based limits. A technology-based effluent limit requires a
minimum level of treatment for point sources based on currently available
treatment technologies. A water quality-based effluent limit is designed to
ensure that the water quality standards of a water body are being met.
Appendix D provides discussion on the legal basis for the development of
technology-based and water quality-based effluent limits.

The information provided to EPA in the permit application process
indicates that the permittee may have difficulty meeting the proposed
effluent limitations for all the metals and may need to investigate means
to reduce the concentrations in their effluent prior to discharging to
Napias Creek.

Proposed Effluent Limitations

Table 1 summarizes the effluent limitations that are proposed in the draft
permit. For comparison purposes, the table also shows the effluent
limitations of the current permit. In addition to the limitations in Table 1,
the draft permit prohibits the permittee from discharging any floating
solids, visible foam in other than trace amounts, or oily wastes that
produce a sheen on the surface of the receiving water.

13



Table 1: Comparison of Current and Proposed Effluent Limitations for Outfall 001

Proposed Effluent Limitations
Current Effluent Limitations
Low Flow? High Flow?
Parameter* Units _ _ _
Average Monthly Maximum Average Monthly Maximum Monthly Average Maximum
Daily Daily Daily
mg/| 7.8 6.6 16 13
Ammonia
Ib/day 20 58 40 110
ug/I 5800 9500
Arsenic
Ib/day 52.7 86.3
ug/I 5.0 9.0 14 1.3 2.7 2.7
Cadmium
Ib/day <0.05 0.08 0.0035 0.011 0.0068 0.024
ug/I 1300 2100
Chromium
Ib/day 9.0 12.0
ug/I 40 60 11 12 21 24
Copper
Ib/day 0.36 0.5 0.028 0.11 0.053 0.35
ug/I 19 18 37 36
Cyanide (WAD)
Ib/day 0.048 0.16 0.093 0.32
mg/| 30.4 50.0
Iron
Ib/day 276 455
ug/I 5.0 9.0 6.9 6.8 14 14
Lead
Ib/day <0.05 0.08 0.017 0.060 0.035 0.12
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Table 1: Comparison of Current and Proposed Effluent Limitations for Outfall 001

Current Effluent Limitations

Proposed Effluent Limitations

Low Flow? High Flow?
Parameter* Units _ _ _
Average Monthly Maximum Average Monthly Maximum Monthly Average Maximum
Daily Daily Daily
ug/I 0.4 0.6 0.043 0.042 0.086 0.084
Mercury
Ib/day <0.004 <0.005 0.00011 0.00037 0.00022 0.00074
pH su 6.0t0 9.0 within the range of 6.5 - 9.0 within the range of 6.5 - 9.0
ug/I 18 17 36 35
Selenium
Ib/day 0.045 0.15 0.090 0.31
ug/I 0.66* 0.74* 1.3 15
Silver
Ib/day 0.0017 0.0065 0.0033 0.013
mg/| 20 30 20 30 20 30
TSS
Ib/day 182 273 50 180 75 260
ug/I 300 500 75 87 150 170
Zinc
Ib/day <2.7 4.5 0.19 0.76 0.38 15
Footnotes:

1. Metals are to be measured as total recoverable, except for mercury which is to be measured as total.

2. The effluent limitations for the low flow period apply from July 1 through April 30.

3. The effluent limitations for the high flow period apply from May 1 through June 30.

4. This effluent limit is not quantifiable using EPA approved analytical methods. The permittee will be in compliance with the effluent limit
provided the measured concentration is at or below the compliance evaluation level of 1.0 u/L using EPA Method 272.2.
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Antibacksliding

The proposed permit does not include effluent limitations for arsenic,
chromium, and iron, even though these parameters were limited in the
current permit. Section 402(0) of the Clean Water Act prohibits the
renewal, reissuance, or modification of an existing NPDES permit that
contains effluent limits, permit conditions, or standards that are less
stringent than those established in the previous permit. There are,
however, exceptions to the prohibition that allow the establishment of less
stringent limits.

The exception that applies to this circumstance is that new information is
available that was not available at the time of permit issuance which
would have justified a less stringent effluent limitation. At the time the
current permit was issued, the permittee was a “new discharger” and did
not have data on the proposed discharge because they had not
commenced operation. Therefore, the current permit was based on
expected effluent characteristics. Since the issuance of the current
permit, MBC has been sampling their discharge and the receiving water in
vicinity of their discharge. Hence, EPA had actual measured data to
evaluate the effects of the receiving water for the reissuance of this
permit. The measured data shows that effluent limitations are not
necessary for arsenic, chromium, and iron.

Analytical Methods

Some of the water quality-based effluent limits in the draft permit are
close to the capability of current analytical technology to detect and/or
guantify the concentration of that parameter. To address this concern,
the draft permit contains a provision requiring MBC to use analytical
methods that can quantify the effluent limitation. For parameters with
effluent limits that cannot be quantified (i.e., cadmium, copper, lead and
silver), the draft permit proposes that the compliance level with that limit is
the quantification level of the best analytical technology approved by EPA
in 40 CFR 136.

16



VI.

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

A.

Basis for Effluent Monitoring

Section 308 of the Clean Water Act and federal regulation 40 CFR
122.44(i) require that monitoring be included in permits to determine
compliance with effluent limitations. Section 308 also allows additional
effluent monitoring to gather information for future effluent limitations or to
monitor effluent impacts on receiving water quality. MBC is responsible
for conducting the monitoring and reporting the results to EPA on monthly
DMRs and in annual reports. Table 2 presents the proposed effluent
monitoring requirements for the draft permit. For comparison purposes,
the table also includes the monitoring requirements of the current permit.

Monitoring frequencies are based on the nature and effect of the
pollutant, as well as a determination of the minimum sampling necessary
to adequately monitor the facility’s performance. The monitoring
frequencies proposed in the draft permit are generally the same as those
in the current permit.

17



Table 2:

Comparison of Current and Proposed Effluent Monitoring Requirements

Current Permit

Draft Permit

Parameter Units Sample Frequency Sample Type Units Sample Frequency Sample Type
Ammonia mg/I| weekly grab
Cyanide (WAD) ug/l weekly grab
Flow mgd continuous recording mgd continuous recording
Metals ug/l weekly grab ug/l weekly grab
(Cd, Cu, Pb, Ni, Hg, Se, Ag, Zn)

Mass-based Limits Ib/day calculated
TSS mg/I| weekly grab mg/I weekly grab
pH su daily grab su weekly grab
Hardness, as CaCO, mg/I weekly grab
Temperature °C weekly grab
Chronic WET NOEC twice per year* grab TU, twice per year? grab
Footnotes:

1. Test shall be performed in May and October for the first year of waste rock disposal operations, and again in May and October during the
12 months preceding the expiration date of the current permit.
2. _Monitoring shall be performed in May and October.
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Basis for Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring

The draft permit requires whole effluent toxicity (WET) tests twice per
year during significant rainfall or snowmelt (i.e., May and October) to
measure the chronic toxicity of the discharge. Results of these tests will
be used to ensure that toxics in the effluent are controlled and to
determine the need for future WET limits. Monitoring and analyses of the
effluent for WET is warranted based on the prevalence of metals in the
discharge.

The draft permit establishes trigger levels that, if exceeded, would trigger
additional WET testing and/or an evaluation to reduce toxicity. The
trigger levels were calculated based on the chronic WET criterion of 1
TUc, the probability of acute toxic affects based on EPA’s
recommendation of 0.3 TUa, and a dilution ratio of 25:1. The trigger
levels proposed in the draft permit are 17 TUc during the low flow period
and 16 TUc during the high flow period. These triggers were based on
calculations found in Chapters 1 and 5 of the TSD (see Section IV of
Appendix D for details).

Basis for Surface Water Monitoring

The purpose of surface water monitoring is to determine water quality
conditions as part of the effort to evaluate the reasonable potential for the
discharge to cause an instream excursion above water quality criteria.
Upstream monitoring is used to determine water quality impacts of the
NPDES discharge while downstream monitoring is used to ensure
compliance with the water quality standards. This data will be used
during the next permitting cycle to determine the need for incorporating
and retaining water quality-based effluent limits into the permit. Since the
purpose of surface water monitoring is to determine water quality impacts
due to the effluent discharge, surface water monitoring is required to
occur on the same date as effluent monitoring, to the extent possible.

The water quality monitoring requirements in the draft permit are, for the
most part, unchanged from the current permit. The draft permit requires
MBC to continue this monitoring as it relates to the permitted discharges
by specifying monitoring at selected locations upstream and downstream
of the discharge. Table 3 presents the proposed surface water monitoring
requirements for the draft permit. For comparison purposes, the table
also includes the monitoring requirements of the current permit.
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Table 3: Comparison

of Current and Proposed Surface Water Monitoring Requirements

Current Permit

Draft Permit

Parameter

Units Sample Frequency Sample Type Units Sample Frequency Sample Type
Ammonia mg/L 2/month grab
Cyanide (WAD) ug/L weekly grab ug/L 2/month grab
Floating Solids or Visible Foam 2/month visual
Flow cfs daily measurement cfs daily measurement
Metals ug/L 2/month grab ug/L 2/month grab
(Cd, Cu, Pb, Hg, Ni, Se, Ag, Zn)
TSS mg/L 2/month grab mg/L 2/month grab
pH s.u 2/month grab S.u. 2/month grab
Hardness, as CaCO, mg/L 2/month grab
Temperature °C 2/month grab
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Sample Type
The following sample types are proposed in the draft permit:

1. Visual. The only way to adequately measure a discharge for
floating solids, foam, and oily sheens is to conduct a visual
analysis of the receiving waterbody to determine the presence or
absence.

2. Grab. Grab samples are appropriate for parameters (e.g., pH and
cyanide) that are likely to change with storage or for parameters
(e.g., TSS) that are not likely to change over time. For this
discharge, grab sampling for WET is more appropriate because the
probability of peak toxicity occurring in a short duration.

3. Calculated. Since effluents are analyzed for concentrations, it is
appropriate to calculate the loadings for parameters (e.g., TSS and
metals) by multiplying the measured concentration by the flow and
a conversion factor to ensure the appropriate units are reported.
For example, a concentration in mg/L is converted to a loading of
Ib/day by multiplying the concentration by the flow in mgd and a
conversion factor of 8.34.

4, Continuous. Since the discharge is dependent upon precipitation,
continuous monitoring of effluent flow is necessary to determine
how the effluent flow varies in relation to the receiving water flow.

Representative Sampling

The draft permit has expanded the requirement in the federal regulations
regarding representative sampling (40 CFR 122.41[j]). This provision now
specifically requires representative sampling whenever a bypass, spill, or
non-routine discharge of pollutants occurs, if the discharge may
reasonably be expected to cause or contribute to a violation of an effluent
limit under the permit. This provision is included in the draft permit
because routine monitoring could miss permit violations and/or water
guality standards exceedences that could result from bypasses, spills, or
non-routine discharges. This requirement directs MBC to conduct
additional, targeted monitoring to quantify the effects of these
occurrences on the final effluent discharge.
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VII.

OTHER PERMIT CONDITIONS

A.

Quality Assurance Plan

Federal regulations at 40 CFR 122.41(e) require permittees to properly
operate and maintain their facilities, including “adequate laboratory
controls and appropriate quality assurance procedures.” To implement
this requirement, the current permit required MBC to submit a Quality
Assurance Plan (QAP) within 90 days of the effective date of the permit
(October 30, 1996). The most recent version of this plan is entitled
meridian Gold Company - Beartrack Mine, Water Quality Monitoring,
Quality Control and Quality Assurance Program, Revision Il, January
1997.

The EPA Region 10 Quality Assurance (QA) Unit has reviewed MBC'’s
QAP for the Beartrack Mine and has found several shortcomings. The
draft permit requires that MBC modify their Quality Assurance Plan (QAP)
to address the shortcomings identified by the QA Unit to ensure that the
monitoring data submitted is accurate.

The draft permit requires MBC to submit the modified QAP to EPA within
60 days of the effective date of the permit and implement the QAP within
120 days of the effective date.

Best Management Practices Plan

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act and federal regulations at 40 CFR
122.44(k)(2) and (3) authorize EPA to require best management practices
(BMPs) in NPDES permits. BMPs are measures that are intended to
prevent or minimize the generation and the potential for release of
pollutants from industrial facilities to waters of the U.S. These measures
are important tools for waste minimization and pollution prevention.

The draft permit requires MBC to prepare and implement a BMP Plan
within 180 days of permit issuance. The BMP Plan is intended to achieve
the following objectives: minimize the quantity of pollutants discharged
from the facility, reduce the toxicity of discharges to the extent practicable,
prevent the entry of pollutants into waste streams, and minimize storm
water contamination. The BMP Plan will apply to all components of the
Beartrack Mine. The draft permit requires that the BMP Plan be
maintained and that any modifications to the facility are made with
consideration to the effect the modification could have on the generation
or potential release of pollutants. The BMP Plan must be revised if the
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facility is modified and as new pollution prevention practices are
developed.

The draft permit also requires comprehensive site compliance evaluations
documenting the compliance evaluations, observations related to
implementation of the BMP Plan, any incidents of non-compliance, and
any corrective actions and BMP Plan modifications over the year.

Standard Permit Provisions

In addition to facility-specific requirements, most of sections Il, IV, and V
of the draft permit contain “boilerplate” requirements. Boilerplate is
standard regulatory language that applies to all permittees and must be
included in NPDES permits. Because the boilerplate requirements are
based on regulations, they cannot be challenged in the context of an
NPDES permit action. The boilerplate covers requirements such as
monitoring, recording, reporting requirements, compliance
responsibilities, and general requirements.

VIlIl.  OTHER LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

A.

Endangered Species Act

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to consult
with the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (collectively referred to as the Services) if their actions could
beneficially or adversely affect any threatened or endangered species.
The Services have identified several threatened and endangered species
in the vicinity of the Beartrack Mine discharge. Appendix E provides
further information on the listed species.

EPA is currently undergoing informal consultation with the NMFS and
USFWS. As part of the consultation, EPA is preparing a Biological
Evaluation (BE) to evaluate the potential impacts of the NPDES discharge
on the endangered and threatened species. If the consultation results in
reasonable and prudent alternatives or measures that require more
stringent permit conditions, EPA will incorporate those conditions into the
final permit.

Essential Fish Habitat

Essential fish habitat (EFH) is the waters and substrate (sediments, etc.)
necessary for fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity. The
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Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (January
21, 1999) requires EPA to consult with the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) when a proposed discharge has the potential to
adversely affect (reduce quality and/or quantity of) EFH. An assessment
of EFH is provided in Appendix F. The EPA has tentatively determined
that the issuance of this permit will not affect any EFH species in the
vicinity of the discharge, therefore no consultation is required. This fact
sheet and the draft permit will be submitted to NMFS for review during the
public notice period. Any recommendations received from NMFS
regarding EFH will be considered prior to final issuance of this permit.

National Environmental Policy Act

In compliance with EPA headquarter policy guidance for reissued NPDES
permits to new source dishcargers, the EPA Region 10 National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance Program has assessed the
need to re-evaluate the NEPA analysis in regard to the reissuance of the
proposed NPDES permit to MBC for the Beartrack Mine. Since the
proposed permit conditions are equal to or more stringent that the current
NPDES permit and there have not been, nor are there going to be, any
proposed changes to any other aspects of the applicant’s operations,
EPA does not consider the proposed NPDES permit to constitute a
significant change warranting the need to undertake a new NEPA
analysis. Therefore, EPA Region 10 has determined that the previous
Environmental Impact Statement developed in June 1991 does not need
to be amended with a new NEPA analysis. The finding of no significant
impact from the NEPA analysis in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement developed in June 1991 is incorporated here by reference.

State Certification

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires EPA to seek certification
from the State that the permit is adequate to meet State water quality
standards before issuing a final permit. The regulations allow for the
state to stipulate more stringent conditions in the permit, if the certification
cites the Clean Water Act or State law references upon which that
condition is based. In addition, the regulations require a certification to
include statements of the extent to which each condition of the permit can
be made less stringent without violating the requirements of State law.
The state of Idaho did not provide EPA with a preliminary certification of
this permit.

After the public comment period, a proposed final permit will be sent to
IDEQ for final certification. If IDEQ authorizes different requirements in its
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final certification, EPA will incorporate those requirements into the permit.
For example, if the State authorizes different mixing zones in its final
certification, EPA will recalculate the effluent limitations in the final permit
based on the dilution available in the final mixing zones.
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Antidegradation

In setting permit limitations, EPA must consider the State’s
antidegradation policy. This policy is designed to protect existing water
quality when the existing quality is better than that required to meet the
standard and to prevent water quality from being degraded below the
standard when existing quality just meets the standard. For high quality
waters, antidegradation requires that the State find that allowing lower
water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social
development before any degradation is authorized. This means that, if
water quality is better than necessary to meet the water quality standards,
increased permit limits can be authorized only if they do not cause
degradation or if the State makes the determination that it is necessary.

The current permit has effluent limitations for arsenic, chromium and iron
for outfall 001. Since the reasonable potential analysis indicated no
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedence of water
quality criteria, limits for arsenic, chromium, and iron were not included in
the draft permit.

Because the effluent limits in the draft permit are based on current water
quality criteria or technology-based limits that have been shown to not
cause or contribute to an exceedence of water quality standards the
discharges as authorized in the draft permit will not result in degradation
of the receiving water. Therefore, the conditions in the permit will comply
with the State’s antidegradation requirements.

Permit Expiration

This permit will expire five years from the effective date of the permit.
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APPENDIX A - MERIDIAN BEARTRACK COMPANY (MBC) FACILITY MAP

<insert facility map>
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APPENDIX B - RECLAMATION AND CLOSURE ACTIVITIES

As a supplement to Section Il of the Fact Sheet, this appendix describes reclamation
and closure activities at the Beartrack Mine. This section is broken into the following
seven phases of reclamation proposed by MBC: mine areas (Section I), waste rock
disposal areas (Section Il), heap leach facilities (Section IIl), roads (Section V),
diversions and sediment control structures (Section V), ancillary facilities (Section VI),
and abandoned mine lands (Section VII). Each section provides a brief description of
the reclamation activities, the activities that have been completed, the activities that are
to be completed during the term of the proposed permit, and the activities that will be
completed beyond the term of the proposed permit.

l. Mine Areas
A. Reclamation Activities

The mine areas are to be reclaimed to create a safe and stable
topographic feature which can be used by livestock and wildlife. The
North Pit and Mason/Dixon Pit will be reclaimed into a mixture of
wetlands, meadow, cliffs, and talus slopes, all surrounded by a dense
pine and fir forest. However, the South Pit will be reclaimed to a lake.

Reclamation of the North Pit and Mason/Dixon Pit include the following
activities: sculpting of highwalls to create an irregular cliff or bluff-type
landscape suitable for raptor nesting; sculpting, molding, backfilling, and
over-vegetation of benches to create a stable land form, precipitation and
snowmelt drainage area, and visual continuity; coversoil and revegetation
of the pit floor to create a meadow for enhanced livestock grazing;
revegetating the edge of the access/haul roads with shrubs and grasses
to create a corridor and cover for wildlife and livestock ingress and
egress; and creation of a wetland in the southern portion of the pit floor to
provide wetland functions including sediment stabilization, nutrient
retention and wildlife habitat.

The following activities are included in the reclamation of the South Pit:
accelerated fill of the pit until the water level reaches equilibrium with the
bedrock aquifer to create a lake suitable for livestock and wildlife
watering, and potentially a fishery depending on the water quality;
creation of cover areas and revegetation of the edge of the pit lake;
sculpting of highwalls to create an irregular cliff or bluff-type landscape
suitable 